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I first began ﬁy study_ahd came up.with a working hypothesis, 1 felt the key to

. ) ) ' [ |

y . . . . . . »
The Lexical Cohesiron of Combined and- Decombined Sentences

°

-

o ,
! ) T . . - . e .l
Q#y text ¥ any passage that forms‘x unified whole, by definition has

- 3

texture. Textute may be explained.by examining a text's limguistic .features or

.
) 17

constituents. One prime feature is cohesion, by which we mean a semantic

v 4 ¢ . . ~ .
concept referring to "réelations of .meaning that exist within a text and that
% - 3 - - - . ’

" define it as a text" (Halliday, and Hasan, 1976, p. 8). More‘Specifically, by

L

cohesign we .refer to certain '"non-structural text-forming relations" (p. 7).
-~ . s -

These are relations other than the structural.ones of clause, phrase, and
. I'e ] P2

. . 9@ .
Sentence. . ¢

1

[ Taken in this sense, then, the,éohesi&hﬁof a4 text is exhibited in two

‘- .- - . . “ . N . )
ways—--the more general meanings through the grammar of the plece and the wore : N
’ | -~ 1

specifie¢ meanings through the lexis, or vogabulary. But cohesion is alwaye< a

a4 e
semantic relation, and whether we refer to grammatical® cohesion--such things as
reference, substitution, or ellipsis-=-or to lexical cohesion or to conjunctive ~ \ .
. & .
i - - . . P A - : -
cohesien, which lies on the border line between the two, we are distinguishing

gnly in degree.’ Because tekts are semantic units, it peeessarily follows that
' t ; , .

cohesive relations mudt exhibit semantic traits.

-~ ’

-
]

.Because texts can be defined in one sense as supersentences (i.e., combina- .,

3
-

tions of sentences that form=a unified whole), it seems quite logical to use
. -} ‘ :
s AN

’
. - ] .- . . i . . 3
cohesion -analysis 'as a means of examinjng combined and decqﬁblned (n.n-super) ~. .

- - -

.sentedees to see if it ‘can help account fot the ways #n which they work., When

N

4 . L
» .

. * .. -~ . . L ., . . .
cpmblned/decomblned distinctions .might lie within the lexical mode of cohesion.

T- felt, in other words, that different sets orx chajns of lexical ltems,

‘because of,their positions relative to each othar and to one another, might .

.
Y

- ' ) . \



reasons tﬁe reidérs ghve for their high fank%ng of this tgxt included (1) a

. . ' ] . \ .
"quality to tﬂ“ﬂ writing. The selected text, then, was one whlcb good readers

T AR

1 ’ . .
v

N -

hold the key to~why some texts were perceived as well wriften and others, . X
’ .. ' " - .

L] -
e

because they were decombined, were perceivéd as poor and ineffective. After an

~ 'y -

T

. .o . ~
exhaustive analysis of sevputy-two student samples, however, I m9di£j}£? my - '
. = ~ -
] ? N ‘

hypothesis ‘and began moving in'a different direction--one which would a}low= T

p

more flexibility in expanding lexical cohesidn to include aspects of -
. . . T ' i . g ’( .
grammatical and sconjunctive cgheSIOn as<wall. - . . . . \
) - -
I began ﬁy gtudy by selecting .a text, f'chose‘gleven texts whﬁeh\I .
. - N " ) T ' .
thdught were well written; they were all on the same general topic, the Civil o
] ’ ) ~ T ' . : . L .
War. ‘1 staplad the eleven texts together, not identifying them by kither.title *
\ ' ) , . B .
- - . ) . . ) N
or author. These packets I di?tributed_to three groups of readers, r%nging T .
s . i - . ‘ .
"~ from very good freshmen to senios}.in advanced comQ?sition. These students had i
w . . a N . ' -
shown themselves in the past to be both good readers and g8od critics of« N
: ! ) R . -
writing. tThey were told tp read the eleven texts carefully,-to rank tmem best
. . : - N | ‘ \
r  f . ¢ N o 3
to worst using a number scale, and’ to give their reasons.' - / .
» . - * ‘e )

.

'?n each of thé groups, the results were the same. One text was selected

’
N

as best or second beést by 91% of the readers. This.fext, which was Bruce

Catton's "Grant and Le Appomattéx," became my experimental text. The

L
) e

fluid style, (2) a fluency with the language, and (3) a "like you werg:there"
’ ¢ 2 .

< FE

‘' - >
.
-

perceived as being good. e il .
_ . ’ ‘ . . . -

-
-~ 1 -

I then set about to destroy some of that goodness--or at least to mar the

-

fage of goodness. By takingathe elegant prosé of Catton and taking apart, the . ' .

rhythms, symmetry, and ’yhsgx, I reduced most of thé skntences to simple ones.

+ I decombined them. Then I placed this decombined”version of the original essay

L . e : . - ( +
N ‘ . v : - ] .
~, * -
. . . 4
: LN 4 -

. oo S . Ty o
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in the nnmc‘pJf;et of related texts hndﬂglsqributnd them to three new proups of .

N . . Y .

readers—-readers unfam lrar with the £atton original, ‘s

. . . . » i - . ) " .
« ,This time the readers were 1nst?ﬁctcd to carefully read the papers, rahk

. ® " \ N . ) * . (
them best to'worst,.and to give their;reasoﬁ!y HMost.reddbrs placed the

‘ . C oo e ' . 0 i . I
~decombiped text near tlye middle of the heap. 1In fact, 89Z found ib ranked no

better tHan_fifth of the total sample of elevén. A significant 7% rankel EE’/

~

seventh bebt. No readér now perc®ivedy it as the beft text. The-students'
P - : r

\ , /
2 ‘ N .' - »
reasons for this Tanking showe¢/;@re vari'ation than had the earlier gtoup of

- . . ¢

‘respondents, ﬁut they conyex&ed on three points: -(1l) a choppy,'abruptfstyle,
= 1 N - . . .

(2) repetitiveness of words,,and (3)-ovErrelianie on pronduns. By recastin )
p , ,y.and vErre] p g

-

\

the ofiginal_essay, which was perceived as éood'by good readers, into - \:5 _

decombined sentemces to form a text now seen by goed réggefg as megiocrecat

2

best, 1 had gotten what I wanted., : . - :

Now. my guiding question became "what was it about the sentence decombining
» ' . .

v

- /
.

o

that caused the perceived decline in text quality?'" A _second question became .

’ - . - *

- . ' . S . . .
"can co e51on,)part1cular1y lexical ‘cohesion as extended to include aspects of

[

grammatical and conjunctive cohesion, explain this perceived difference?"

. " )
To begin t;;)néxt phase of my project, I distributed the decombined
. - e

- . .

versjon of the text to my- 72 freshman writing students, 24 of them remedial and<

R4
-
s -

. . s . . . . .
48 1in the regular composition sequence. I gave them fairly extensyve 1instruc-—
\ ’

., - . .
tlons,.telllng thcm to. rend the essay carefully before trylng to get a sense of

N -
’

the wrlteé his 51!uat10n hlS audlence, and hiss purpése. Then they were

. ; . . . J . o

ingtructed to recombine the sentenges using the techniques we had glscussed the
. : . 3 y ) ‘

previous week. 1 especially recommended .substitution,s tonjunction, and subordi-

nation. When they were satisfied with their texts and felt that they now

v

’ -

matched-whatlﬁhe writer's criteria probably were, I collected the papers.
' ' o SR .
K

o

. . v [ ’ . N
) e
. ) ) :

3
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[ comld tell from even a cursory reading that wperceptible differences in v

- ~

- ’

text qualaty existed, but® 1 decided -tv give the recast papers to Still another
* 4 . .

) .

. + _ gfoup of readers--this time junior and  senior technical writing students who
v ' ' : - < . ..,
had shown themselves to be good readers and good critics of writing: T ey were /¢
: . . .

T, best -to worst, ‘and (3) g%gg ﬁheir'reﬁéons1 These readers had not seen the ¢ .
S s original Catton text, but it becamg obvious to me from looking at the readers'

responses and‘rankings that those texts. yhich were most like the Catton
: X .
+ original in syntax, use of pronouns and conjunctions, and rhythms of prose were -
. °. E * L
those perceived as good by the readers."When they gave their reasons, they .

cited (1} a fluiditysof style, (2) an ease of combinatioh,'and (3) a natural-

< nesé’of.tranéiigbn.' . ' ' «

4 . “ . TN

L ‘ | .
- N Taking the samples perceived as good by ihe ‘regders, I correlated their

> " ranking with three other factors: (1) VSAT score, {2) score on the |
. ,,' . ’ T S

university's writing placement examination, and (3) swécess, as measured by
[ _J » "

-

&.' g}@des, in other writing classes. I found a high correlatior between good

texts (those scored first. or seépnd out of the eieven), VSAT scores of 530 or .
- \ . [

p - . “ "

wratY
E )
of A or B+ 1in

- ‘

g placement exam scores of 3+ or 4 on a l"to 4 scale, and grades -

-~ .

~higher,

ritiﬁg éoprses. Similarly, I found a high correlation ‘betwgen
N T ° ’ -

those 'versions fanked low (fifth or lower) and low'VSAT scores of 430 and

I S

ng placement exam scor&s of 2- and beloijand grades‘of C and

below, low wril
. - k] ¢

ST . R >
. below in ﬁ%1t1ng coukses.

- Next, 'the versions idenfified'é§ good-+those pewrdtten and recombined by
better students as defined ty the factors outlined ve--were anglyzed 1in

thrﬁg‘stepq: (1) the major lexical sets or chains were %ﬁentified and marked,
Al :

L (2) the locatNen.of these sets or ¢thaigs within new and old informatigp and

| o ! ) f -

instructed to (1) read the student texts carefully, €2) rank the eleven e Nts \\_,/;;\



Pl

[

o~

within®topic and comment sectiony of scaténces was noted, and £3) the way in-

'writers'-viisions with both the Tecast, decombined text and with the Catton
I

[y - . [ : ~.‘ ’ :
. r » - .
. - Yo v
‘\) . N . s, - “ .
’ . ‘—5-‘

—

- »

which these™yets of cha®ns fitted inty orthographic paragraphs or into

a
-

recognizabl
. . - . i

characteristic pattern or lexical arrangement which would typify a good ﬁ{ftef

- ? . :

(here recombiner). Wheh 1 was unable to discover such !’pattern,“l compared
. " ) . . " . - .

-~

the successful writers' versions With both the Catton original and with my
. - . X
recast, decombined one. 1" analyzed.both the original and dgcombined texts in
v S o ' .
the same ways I had the goo"studeht versidns above. The/comparisdn proved ..

inconclusive. Lexical cohesion by itself could not account for the perceived

"superiority of the successfully combined texts over the unsuccessfully, combined

¥ -

(often, largely uncombined) ones. s ' ’ ' /
1 then took the next logical step. I %nalyéed.my recast, decombined

version and performed the same analytical ,steps -as before. Once again,

4

although I tried to isolate and identify a lexical pattern characteristic of

poor writers (here recombiners), I could net. Next I compared the unsuccessful-

\
L]

original. analyzed both of these texts in the same ways I had earlier

analyze? the student versions. Again, the comparison® were inconclusive.

g
.

Lexical cohesion by itself could not accouynt for the perceived inferior quality

of unfuccessfully recombined sentences. There had to be other reasens for the

*
iy

significant. differences in text quality--the differences cited by the groups‘df
r N . . ) .

a . . ]

‘readets who ranked the original Catton version as best of 11 and my decombind
-version as only mediocre. Similar jy;~there had to gz:ec:;:vreasons to acg@unc

for the high ranking of student texts similar tothe Catton original and\fhé low |,

ranking of.distinctly different texts. . \ LA
. i - ¢

N [ - o

-

A SR e T e - . . ke ke s Taal L owote . e A

\

'

"chunks'" of discourse was observed. Then I' tried to discover a ';/ . h
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. { [ .
. . . ! . .. - . . . .
students’ versions percelved af{dood (1.e., which approximate it), what one
Y . _ -

~ )

In ordet cu\ﬂiscovgr‘hhqc these “other yeagons might be’, 1 an¥Q'ali of wy

- . . ’ . .

. '_ M ' . Y\ R . . L/ -
readers two questious- (1) Id the sucqessful Catton original and 1m the

R v

~——

* e . . . . | ’ - )
word 1is dq'gnant~~the[key“to he 91ece? (29 Besides that key word, what other
. » : . )

]
'

single, feature %)couhts ii;;;ic quality of the texts perceiked as good? The

\ b
answers tosthese two quest

s suggested-a more profitable
. ' .

x ‘ -
the first Question about’ the key word, approximagéQy 90 percent of all student
) . p) :

réaderT/responded with the lexifgi item IT. ﬁpsignifieént{éight percent

[

- - s '

responded with the lexical item ANDTﬁ)ﬂo the' second quest@on about another
" e s

single feature, approximately éa’perbent responded }ith'the lexical item AND °
v . L -—

a
[N

» and a significant nine, percent cited'Ii. N

|

; F#om these responses, I got a clear indication of why lexical cohesion

could %31 account for the perceived differences in writing quality between
. ~ . , '

—

) ’ . . . . . .
those texts which approached the original Cattom yersion 1lnesterms of*se?tence »

»

zgmbination and those w ich dig not. Most résearchers, who have written ca

cohesidn have observed that caheslon in texts 1s achieved partly through
“ YL . . ' >

v
~ +
.

grammar -and partfy througﬂ yocabulary. They have also pointgd out how unclear
t ' :

. . ( . . . .
the boundary 1s between what 1s'gfammat1ca1 and what 1s essentially leX}cﬁl,

»

y 3 particularly in cases like IT and AND,

’

.For 1nstance, Halkiday and Hasan, who have done bettef‘%ork 1n this area

- fyy - x - . . . .
than most, write that."it comes closest to being an alternative realization

) s . . f )
of general noun + referenge item, as in the-thing. Hence the bounQ&(y

 J

betweeg’lexical cohesion of the type we are calling REITERATION, and grammati-

~ ¢ -

cal cohesion of the REFERENCE type, is by no means clearcut; the class of
. ’ . ." . '

genetal. nounk provides a form of cohesion -that lies somewhere- ifh between the

two, and is interpretable as either" (p. 2]9)-l’£n0ther point most researchers

V-

}\

line of inquiry; To r

‘\\

@
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. haive made sbout cohesion spect ffcal ly concerns words like IT and AND --high
' ; \ ——— ———

~~

» .
- ' . . . -

- ® . a - - - . -
frequency words in thg English language and words usually thought ot .as withaut
: N .y ) . ) ity g

‘meaning.. For.instance, Halliday and.Masan write '"in assessing the lexical\

1

PN . .. . - ' N . . . . » “
.. cohesion of a text we can safely ignore .*. . repet#tyve occurrences of fully
- . A ‘. ’ ) Lal ‘.-\ "
- + .« - grammatical . . . items like pronouns and prepositions and verbal auxiliaries"
B . . » .

{ sa N T ¢ 3 .
(ps 291). They further note that ''the 'and' ‘relation is felt to be ) T

- - .

structural and mot cohestve,'" but that "it*is a fact that the.word and ts

- - [ . > . [ 4 \ s
" a used, cohesively" (p. 233). ] ' = &\\ ~
LY ~
. 1 '
) - -
}- From'all of this, I think we can safely assume fhat the small frequent
» words of the language-—“words like iﬂ and and--are the potnt of the rub. .
They are not as purely grammatical as some.11n$u1ﬁts would have -us “believe, but
L . . : . - .
- . - \ )
, clearly have a lexical component. Because such words inhabit the crossover
' ' . . ) ' ¢ .
between the grammatical and lexical systems—-a kind of nether region*-their
o .
exact natures habe not been pointed out. vt 7
- - i T »
< On the basis on my, study, then, ahd because of my assumption about the way
v 4 . \ & - .
i Y .
0 o in which frequent lexical ité\g_éxhibit dual teﬁdencies, 1 wouldslike to draw a
. . .- : . 1 |
‘more geteral conclusion. This conclusion is that, althou%P lexical cohesion
we - * , * o~
" Yalqne can seldgm,-if ever, account for the slccess a wrfter has in combifin
oM, - ) C 1Y g
S\ - : . Coa L : N
sentences to form an effective text, it can, 1f extended to inglude gramma\tlc_alQ
and goh;]Lctive cohesion, explain ‘a good Part of what good writers characteris-
. ) - ) 1
- tically do. \. ) ' . . ’
Of course, by *stating this conclusion in this wayy I am leaving @yéelf
. open to atfack from those who would claim that syntax and style are the
. . : !
: . e . ’ . : ' . y
- determinants of success in such a text, But I would counter hy asserting that
. : A

4
B ]

it is the small words of the fénguaée%—the 1t's and, ands--that provide the

-
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Grant andnLee at Nppomattox .

Al \

Untll this Palm Sunday of 1865 the word Appomattox had no f
meaning. It was a harsh name.. It had been 1eft over from the
Indian days. It beIonged to a r1ver It also belonged'to a
- country towd& It had no overtones. But after this day it would
-~ be one of the haunted possessions of the American neOple. ‘It '
\_ wodld be a great and unique word. It would echo " in the natlon ; /
memory with infinite tragedy and‘infinlte promise. It would , > "

recall a moment > S%nset-and sdnrise came together in a streaked

glow. It was half twilight and half dawr.

. The business g t almost have been stage- managéd for efiect.
.ot . L.
l No deta"il Jpatl bee. There was even the case of Wilmer'
) C' McLean. He was a Virginian. He once owned a place by.a stream :

named Bull Rfinr. He found his farm overrun by-soldiers in the first

battle of the war. He sold out. He moved té southern Vlrginia to \

~

get away from the war. He bought a modest house in Appomattox v .

—

Court House. Tho war Zaught up with him finally.. Grant' and Lee NS

. _ . , . ¥ ) :

ehose his front parlor as the place. -This was out of all the rooms
/ . ' _
in America. Here they would sit down together. They yould bring . (

the fighting to end. R 4 ' | R
- \ e ! |
. ' Lee had one staff offlcer with him. In Mr. McLean's front

yard/ﬁ’Confederate orderly steod by. The war horae Traveler nibbled

- at the Spring grags the while. Grant came with half "a ‘dozen officers

-
-
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©of his oun. :Tﬁase'included the famous Sheridan. _lle and Lee
“ghook hands,. They.took their seals.- These trooped into the

" noom Lo®look and to listen. “Grant and’Lee sal al two separato
l/_// ) N ! .

élJ 4 - . . . .
tables. They were the central figures.in one of the greatest

-

tablen)ts in,Ameficaﬂ history.

It Qas}a,gre;t tableau. It was not merely because of what
thése two-ﬁen did. It was also because of what thei were. No
two American? could have beqn in greater contrast. -~(Again, the

étaging was perfect). Lee was legend incarnate. He was tall.

-~

He was gray. He was oné¢ of the handsomest men who had ever lived.

' He was ‘one of the most imposing. He was dressed today in his
. . _

: bestluniforﬁ. JHis sword was belted at-his waist. Grant Qas——
well, he was U.S. Grant. He Qas rather scrubby. Hg was undér—
sizéd. .%e Qas yeariﬁg‘hig erking'clothés. His boots.and trousers
«were mud-spattered.. He was, wearing a private's rumpled blue coat.
His lieutenant general's stars were tacked to the shoulders. _

He wore no-swotd. The men noticed the contrast; Thosefwith

@hem refembered il. Grant himself seems to have felf“it; Years

afterwarﬁ hda mentioned it. 'This was in his memoirs. He went'io

some length This was to explain something. "It was why he did

not go to .this meeting togged out in a dress uniform.. (In efféct, ;

hias explarmation wags this. lle was too busy.)

. N . . P *
Yet Lhe contrast went far beyond the matter of, personal

appearance. Two separate versions'of America met in this room.’
. v . .

Each was perfec€iy embodied by its chosen represehtative._

L ' - » g o’
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There was the American aristocracy. It had had a ‘great day.. s
Tt came from the past. It lookod to the past. It seomed almost - I
v X BN

.- | ) dqliberately archaic. It had an air of knee breeches and buckled
shoes and powdered'wigs. "It had a leisured dignity. It had a
rigid code. 1In it priVilege and duty were ‘closely Joined. It had
brought the country to its birth.~ It had provided many of its _'

*  "beliefs. It had giVen courage and 1eadership. 1t had given a

~sense of order and iearning This class would have prOVided the= o
perf%it vehicle., The vehicle was for carry;ng the enghteeﬁﬁh .'_ . 76
century forward into the;future. This was if there had been any
way for'this-to take'plaee.; But-from the day of its beginning

America had been fated;' It was fated to be a land of unending o o

change. The country was in powerful ferment. ‘This was the
“‘country in‘which:the leisure class-had‘its place. The class
itself had changed; It had been diluted. In the struggle for
'survival it had laid hands on a curious combination. it was the
e : combination of modern machinery and slave labor. The old standards
e "had been altgred. Dignity had ‘begun to look Tike arrOgance. | ‘
' And pride of. purse had begun to elbow out pride of breeding The ;

' = \rs;ﬁgl”rllfetime_of Robert E. Lee had seen the change. Lee himself

_et the old values were real. The effort to preserve them \

v : o EN s : ) :
-0 's“w'had nobility Of all the things, none had more poignance than -

~7ﬁ"jthe d3sperate fight to preserve these disappearing values. These : )

'5~r;“&”ﬁj'were %hings that went to make up the wat. These values were eroded

S

‘i_by change fnom Within as much: as by change from without. - The fight

Y

T Lyt e )
o st

5‘ ';had been made. 1t had been lost Everything was personified in

,\\.;

i.?thq”grayiﬁgp. It was emerything that had beeﬂ”dreamed and tried and ..
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; | fought for. lho gray mAan sat at a little table 1n the parlor : )
. ¢at Appomattox. Ho waltcd for the other man. He was to/etart )

writing out the terms of surrender.
_ s ‘ - . . . S
The other man was wholly representative too. Behind him

¢
r

there was a new society. It was not dneamed of - by the foundlng‘

fathers. It was a society wlgh the lid taken off._ It was western

man standing up to assert something. It wad that what-lay-back_
~of a pereon mattered nothing. This was in-comparison.to'what lay

ahead of him. :it was the 1and of the mudsills. It was the land
3

'oﬁ&the temporarily dlspossessed. It was theﬁland of the people who

had nothing to 1ose but the future. Beh;nd it.were hard t1me§\
.. -~
Behlnd it were "humiliation and fa11ure. Ahead of it was all the

. world. It was a chance to-1ift oneself\by one's boots’trapsf 1t/

-

had few standards beyond a basic belief. It was an unformulated

bellef in the irrepressiblllty and d&tlmate value of the human ' e
- a P

sp1r1t._ It could tramp with heavy boots down a ravaged Shenandoah Lo

‘- Valley or through the embers of a burned Columbla. It didn't give
hY
more: than a casual thought to the thlngs that were being destroyed.

Yet 1t had its own nob111ty. It had its own st%ndards. It had, oo

in fact the future of the race in Lts keeplng, with all fthe

2 >

immeasurable potential ThlS potentlal might reside in a peo
They had declded someth1ng.- ‘They would no Ionger be bound by the
?f;: d« limitations of the past. It was rough. It was uncultivated. It
\LJ came to important meetings; It wore muddy-boots."lt wore no sword..
[ . '

It had to be listened to. /

ot
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A - Grent and Lee at Appomatiox - -
\ S ‘By Bruce Catton .
. . ~ - . \ . . . g — \
A o
- Until this Ralm Sunday in 1865 the word Appomattox had no -
. ‘ . » . - . ".:'-"."“-f .

meaning. 1L was a harsh napme left over f(rom Inﬂjgn days, it be-
- 7+ longed to a river and o a country town, and it had no overtones.

" But after this day it would be one of the haunted possessions of

£ -
the Amefican people, a great and unique word that would echo in

. ’ ».
the nationafl memory with infinite tragedy and infinite-promise, =N
L -\ ) ' ’
recalling a moment in which sunset and sunrise came together ﬂn S

a-streaked glow that was haif ?wilight and half dgwn.
| The busiﬁess'might'almosp have bedn st&ge-managed'for effect.
"Z No detail hadnbeen dﬁerlooked.- There was even the case of Wilbur
McLean, the_Virginien who‘onee owned a placd by als§ream naaed Bull
Run and.who found his farm overrun by soldiers in the first battie e
of éhe war. He_sola_outeand moved to southern Virginia to gef away
'ffom the Qar, and ‘he bought a modest house in Appoma£tox Court House{
and the war c?ught'up with him finally, so ﬂhat Lee and Grant chose
h}s front parlor--of all the rooms in America--as-the place‘wnefe ’
they would sit down togétper and bring the fighting to an end.
LeeJhed bneeﬁtqff officer with him, and in McLean's front yard )
a Confederaﬂe orderly stoodey whi%e the-%er horse Traveler nibbled
a£ the spring grass. Grant came with half a dosen officers.ef his Cy
own, includi;é the famous Sheridan, and &fter he‘and~Lee had shakeL. ‘
~ hands and taken their seats these trooped into the room to look and
to 1isten. Grant and Lee sat at two separate tables, the central
o figures in one QS the greatgst tableaus of American hlstory. | - y
If-was a great tableau not merely. because of what tnese two

Ry " men did but also because of what they were. No two Americans could

. ) .
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have bhoen in grealer contrast. (Again, the sthging wps porfeet.)
. . y. . ‘

[y »
o

- llee was legend intarnate--tall, gréy, ono of tho handsomeut and

" most impogding men who cver lived, dressed today in his best uniform, .

4 : A -
. -

with a sword bglted at his waist. Grant was--well, he was U.S. Grant,

rather scrubby and undersized, wearing his working ¢lothes, with mud-
¢

spattered boots and trousers and a private“s.rumpled blue,coa&wwith
" his lieutenant general's stars tacked fo ﬁhe shoulders. Héiﬁoreﬁnor
. * ) 2 .-

sword. The men who were with them noticed.the conﬁrast and remembered

H

it. Grant himself seems_tq“hévé felt it; years éfterwqra, when he-‘

’ - . . -

wrote-his memoirs, he mentioned it and went to some 1ehgths to explain™
- o N v

why‘he did not go to this meetingltogged out in dress uniform. (In

’ .
———

-

effect, his explanation was that he was jyst too busy;).

Yet the contrast went far beyond the matter of personal;appearQ

. ?
.ance. Two separate versions of America met in this Toonm, eachsper-

~

2 - febtly embodied by its chosen représentative. .

There~was an American aristocracy, and it had had a great aay

. g‘ It camg from the past and it 1ooked to the past. 1t seemed almost
dellberatel\\archalc, with an air of knee breeches aqd buekled shoes L
and powdered wigs, with a 1elsur?a dignity and a rigid code in ‘which’
‘pri;ilege and duty were closely joined. It had_broughtipqe cou?try
to its birth and it had provided man'y of its belief;; ¥t had givén
fcéurnge nhd leadership, a sense of order‘und lghrnjng, ﬁnd'if tﬁere
had been‘any way By whiéh the‘eighteénth century could poggiblykhavé
been carried forward into the future, ‘this class would ‘have p;ov1ded

the perfeet vehicle. But, from the day of its beglnning, Amerlca had ' .

been iated to be a 1and of unendlng change. The country 1n-whichrthlé

o

leisured class had its place was in powerful fermgnt, and the class

itself had chahged{ It had bagp dlluted. In the struggle‘ﬁor survival

. . - ¢
. . . % {
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. it had. ]ﬂld hands on the ourious combination of modern machiﬁzi; , ?
] g - ) "
and elave laber, fhe old, standa%ds had been altered, dlgnlty d

~

bepun to look Itike Arroganco, and‘prlde of purse had. begun to elbou
out pride of breeddng. ‘The, single lifetime of Rebert E._Le§ had

. Seen the change,faltheugh Hee;nimgelf'had not been touched’by it.

| Yet ‘the old va]ues were real, and the effort to preserve them
Ty | had nob111ty. of all the thlngs that went to make up the war, none
had more poignance than the.deeperate_flgnt to ‘preserve these dls-
appearing vaiues, eroded by’change from within as much as by change

. - . Q i l
from without.” The fight had been. made and it had been_lost, and

'
. . everything that hdd been dreamed .and tried and fougnt for- was per-
. * . sonified in.the gray man who *sat at the little table in_tbe parlor

dt Appomattox and-waited for the otner.man to_start-writing:out the S
terms of\éurrenderl ‘

The other man was wholly representative tfo; Behind him there:-\. -
was a new soc1ety, not dreamed of by the foundlng fathers: a SOCiety o
w1th the 11d taken off, western man standlng up to.assert that what : .Fg
lay back of a person mattered nothing in comparieon to what lay ahead

of Itim. It was. the 1and of the mudsills, the temporarlly dlsposset ed

.the people who had nothlng to, lose but the future, behlnd 1t were hard

o N meg
.

¢ _ t1mes, humiliation and failure, and ahead of it was ala_the world and
. ' ‘ . . . . *
a chance to 1ift oneself by one's bootstraps. 4t had few standards

L0 - beyond the basic unﬁormblated bel{ef in the rrepre§81b111ty and ult-
; 7 ~
imate value of the human splrit. and it could tramp Qlth heavy‘BBﬁts

'dowh a ravagedehénandoah Valley or through tire embers of .a burned | : J.
lQoiumbia'without giving more thai_a.caSual thought to the things thats. |
uﬁ' | were. beiné destrOyed ' Yet it had 1ts own nobillty and 1ts own standards.J
o | ‘it had, in fact "the future- of the race in _its keeping, 'with all the

immeasurable pdtential that might reside in a QeOple who had decided P ”
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that they would no longer be bound by‘thé Limitations, of the past.’

It was rough and_uﬂcultiVated andtit came to important meetings

Ll

* . wearing muddy boots.and no sword, -and it had to be 1msteled to. o ‘
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